Introduction
In spite of much progress in recent decades, the magical texts found in the Cairo Genizah have yet to receive the attention they deserve.
1 In the present paper, I shall focus on a previously unnoted type of Genizah magical fragments-namely those written on vertical parchment scrolls (rotuli).
2 Such scrolls are extremely interesting not only because of their format, but because of their contents as well, and especially the aggressive magical recipes they contain, some of which clearly stem from late-antique Palestine. But as these fragments are quite long, and the task of reconstructing them is in no way finished, no attempt will be made here to offer a full edition of any single rotulus; instead, I shall limit myself to a description of their codicological and scribal features, a brief analysis of their contents, and a selective edition of some of their magical recipes. In the future, I hope to provide a full edition of 1 The present paper forms a part of a wider research project on the magical texts from the Cairo Genizah, which is based on a preliminary list of Genizah magical fragments compiled by Professor Shaul Shaked, and is funded by the Israel Science Foundation (Grant no. 725/03). I am grateful to my research assistants-Shani Levy, Karina Shalem and Irena Lerman-and to Ortal-Paz Saar, for their assistance throughout this research project. The final version of the present paper was written during my yearlong stay in Cambridge, partly funded by the Genizah Unit of the Cambridge University Library (for which I am especially grateful to Stefan Reif and Ben Outhwaite, the former and current heads of the Unit), and by the Friedberg Genizah Project. I am also grateful to Judith Olszowy-Schlanger for her illuminating codicological and paleographical advice. (1994), vol. 2 (1997), vol. 3 (1999) , vol. 4 (forthcoming) (henceforth MTKG).
these fragments, as of many other Genizah magical recipes and recipecollections which deserve a more detailed analysis. 3 
The Magical Rotuli-A Broad Survey
The presence of rotuli-that is, vertical scrolls made of relatively narrow pieces of parchment sewn together one below the other-in the Cairo Genizah has occasionally been noted, and a few such rotuli have already been published. 4 However, the number of unpublished Genizah rotuli known to me already amounts to many dozens, and as these fragments seem to belong to the earlier strata of the Cairo Genizah, and some of them clearly were in use even before Genizah times, they certainly deserve a close codicological analysis of their different forms and contents and of their place within the history of the Jewish book.
5
My own interest in these fragments began when, during a short visit to Cambridge to study some magical fragments, I noticed that one or two fragments had a row of tiny holes at their top or at their bottom. This surprised me, as I could not see why anyone would bother to pin-prick his or her magical texts in this manner, but a few days later I was checking some of the Genizah fragments in the Bodleian Library at Oxford and discovered a most unusual magic scroll (Bodleian MS Heb. a3.31), which is made up of four unequal pieces of parchment stitched together vertically and then inscribed horizontally. I then realized that the pin-pricked fragments I had seen in Cambridge had once been parts of such vertical rotuli, but the threads of the stitches that 3 For a broad survey of the magical texts from the Cairo Genizah, and much further bibliography, see University, 2006), pp. 51-55 (Heb.) . See also n. 6 below.
5 Judith Olszowy-Schlanger and I have recently begun to map out the Genizah rotuli, but the results of this survey will have to be published elsewhere. once held them together had crumbled long ago, leaving only narrow sheets of parchment with stitching-holes at their tops, or bottoms, or both. I have since continued looking for such fragments, and gradually came to realize that in some cases the rotuli disintegrated to such a degree that not only the stitches disappeared, but even the stitched pieces of parchment broke into much smaller pieces, without any pin-prick holes to set them apart from other small parchment fragments. I therefore try to keep track not only of all the Genizah magical fragments I can find, but also of all the parchment rotuli and rotulifragments, even those which have nothing to do with magic. At present, I am aware of two rotuli with magical recipes and one astrological rotulus re-used for magical recipes, of possible fragments of other magical rotuli, and of many parchment rotuli and rotuli-fragments whose contents are non-magical. 6 The magical rotuli are as follows:
1) Bodleian MS Heb. a3.31: A vertical parchment scroll, 92 cm long and 12 cm wide, made up of four pieces sewn together, measuring (from top to bottom) 38.5, 22.5, 17.2 and 13.8 cm, respectively. The first piece is of darkish brown color, the second is even darker, the third is a much lighter yellowish brown, and the fourth is even lighter in color. The scroll's right margin is preserved throughout, but the left margin is fully preserved only for small parts of the lower sections of the scroll, while for the rest of the scroll it has been damaged (by fire?) in differing quantities. From the "wavy" pattern created by the missing parts when the scroll is stretched out, it seems clear that the scroll's left margin was damaged while it was all rolled up, from bottom to top, which also explains why the bottom part of the scroll is much better preserved than its topmost section. It must be stressed, however, that the scroll begins and ends in medias res, and there is no telling how long the original scroll was or how much is missing on 6 For another magical fragment which may have come from a rotulus, see Westminster College Misc. 59, published as MTKG III, 74, with the editors' note on p. 179. In what follows, I focus only on parchment rotuli, whose pieces were stitched to each other, and ignore those cases in which loose pieces of paper-including used paperwere glued one below the other and used for writing different texts (including amulets and magical recipes), a phenomenon which seems to have occurred quite often, and not only in the earlier strata of the Cairo Genizah. For published paper rotuli see, for example, MTKG II, 24 (= Bodleian Heb. a3.25); MTKG III, 66 (= T-S AS 142.15 + NS 246.14).
either end.
7 Moreover, it is quite possible that more fragments of this scroll would be identified in the future, either in Oxford or in other Genizah collections.
On the recto, the 145 lines of text are written in a well-trained hand, entirely uniform throughout, and clearly belonging to the earliest stratum of the Cairo Genizah (the hand was dated by Judith Olszowy-Schlanger to the (early) tenth century). 8 The layout of the text also is remarkably uniform-each two recipes are separated by a few centimeters of blank space, many of the words in different recipes are deliberately written backward, abbreviations are marked by the same supralinear dots, and the abbreviation for "Name son of Name," appears both as the standard p(eloni) b(en) p(elonit) and as the hitherto unattested ŠWŠ, a sequence whose exact meaning still eludes me.
9
Even the magical recipes themselves display a remarkable degree of internal consistency, both in their aims and in the magical practices they enjoin. In light of all this, it is quite certain that the scroll was produced by a single copyist, who was quite an experienced scribe and quite a sophisticated magician. On the verso, the scroll is sporadically covered by different magical texts, in several different hands, all of which seem to be later, and much less professional, than that on the recto. It thus seems quite clear that the rotulus was originally written on one side only (a common procedure on such rotuli), but later users decided to utilize the blank side too, and added their own magical recipes on the verso. 10 This apparently means that the scroll remained in circulation and use over several generations of Jewish magicians. 7 Note that one of the two rotuli published by de Lange is estimated by him to have been about 3 meters long (Greek Jewish Texts, p. 165 9 The most likely explanation seems to be that this is an abbreviation of ‫ושם‬ ‫,שם‬ "a name and a name" (i.e., the name of the victim and the name of his or her mother); as a partial parallel, one could adduce MS Sassoon 56 = NYPL 190, p. 117, ‫וכו׳‬ ‫ש׳‬ ‫פלוני׳‬ ‫בן‬ ‫ש׳‬ ‫פלו׳‬ ‫האכזרי‬ ‫הארור‬ ‫המקולל‬ ‫מאת‬ ‫נקמתי‬ ‫את‬ ‫ונקמת‬ ("And you shall exact my revenge from the accursed, the damned, the cruel pel(oni) Š son of peloni(t) Š, etc."). It has also been suggested to me that ‫שוש‬ is four letters removed from ‫,פבפ‬ but this might be a mere coincidence.
Looking at the recto of our rotulus, we find eighteen different recipes (including two of which only a few words are preserved), of which one is for gaining knowledge, one whose aim is not entirely clear (see recipe a in the next section), and all the rest are for aggressive purposes, and especially for "binding" the sexual potencies of male victims. Such uniformity of purpose is not unparalleled in some of the Greek magical papyri-I note, especially, PGM XXXVI, whose 19 recipes focus almost entirely on issues of interpersonal relations. These single-minded collections always make one wonder whether the practitioners behind them specialized in just one type of magical practices, or had their recipes arranged thematically, and only one of their collections (or a small part thereof ) happened to be preserved. But be that as it may, the recipes found on the Bodleian rotulus are of the greatest interest: They are written in a mixture of Palestinian Jewish Aramaic and Hebrew, and contain virtually no Arabisms, a sure sign of their relative antiquity. They also display many Greek loanwords, including what seems like a whole Greek sentence in transliteration, as we shall see below. Moreover, some of the rituals enjoined by these recipes seem quite different, and often far more "daring," than those found in other Genizah magical texts, and this too might be a sign of their relative antiquity, as in the later recipe collections the potentially offensive features tended to be filtered out of the textual transmission.
11 Finally, the extant recipes contain a few apparent references to extra-biblical myths, which also are quite rare in the more typical Genizah magical recipe books. Below, we shall edit and analyze some of the recipes on the recto of this intriguing rotulus.
2) T-S K 1.120 + T-S NS 258.153-154 + T-S K 1.154: The largest fragment of this rotulus is T-S K 1.154, a vertical parchment scroll 31.2 cm long and 8.8 cm wide, which is made up of three pieces sewn together, periods, see the rotulus edited by Tobi (above, n. 4). Some Genizah rotuli seem to have been written on both sides by their original scribes, including the two rotuli edited by de Lange (above, n. 4), and the one analyzed by Danzig (above, n. 8). Having seen numerous Genizah rotuli, my own impression is that most of them were written on the recto only, and that some retained a blank verso while in others the verso was re-used by later scribes, often for different types of texts than those on the recto. 11 For such processes of self-censorship, see Bohak, Ancient Jewish Magic, pp. 183 and 344. measuring (from top to bottom) 7.4, 13.5, and 10.5 cm, respectively.
12
All three pieces are of a yellowish-brown color, and all three have their right margin intact, but are damaged on their left margin. Moreover, a stain caused by water runs vertically through all three pieces, and is the likely cause of the damage to the left margin, and certainly caused the effacement of many letters on the scroll's left half. Like the Bodleian rotulus, this one too begins and ends in medias res, but in this case I can already point to three more fragments which clearly belong with the same rotulus. Two parchment fragments-T-S NS 258.153 and 154-are quite small, measuring 5.5 by 7 cm and 3.2 by 6.5 cm respectively, and neither fragment displays the telltale prick-holes characteristic of broken rotuli. But the fact that these parchment fragments are quite narrow, and inscribed on one side only, suggests that they may have come from such a rotulus (and not from a codex, in which both sides should be inscribed), and a comparison of the parchment and the handwriting with that of T-S K 1.154 demonstrates their great similarity. The identification is made secure by the pattern created by the stain which runs vertically through both fragments, and matches perfectly the stain running through the top part of T-S K 1.154, thus proving that all three fragments once belonged together, and that the damage caused by water preceded the disintegration of the original rotulus. Moreover, T-S K 1.120 (13.2 by 9.8 cm), which was published as MTKG III, 60 but not identified as forming part of a rotulus, displays the same hand and the same stain, and ends with the first half of Num 21.28, whose continuation may be found on T-S NS 258.153. Thus, it is entirely certain that all four fragments once belonged in a single rotulus, and the original order was (from top to bottom) T-S K 1.120, T-S NS 258.153, T-S NS 258.154 and T-S K 1.154. Throughout the reconstructed rotulus, the right margin is well preserved, but the left margin is preserved only at the top section (T-S K 1.120) and parts of the bottom one (T-S K 1.154). On all four fragments the verso is blank, which means that this rotulus was not re-used by later scribes, perhaps because it was damaged by water at a relatively early stage. It must be stressed, however, that the reconstructed rotulus still begins and ends in medias res, so there is no doubt that more pieces are still missing both at the top and at the bottom of this scroll. If and when more pieces are found, they may allow a more precise reconstruction of this rotulus and of its codicological history.
On the recto of the reconstructed scroll, 89 lines of text are written in a uniform hand, clearly later than that of the Bodleian rotulus (the hand was dated by Judith Olszowy-Schlanger to the (early) eleventh century). 13 The text is written in a mixture of Aramaic and JudeoArabic, and some of the recipes use many biblical verses, which are cited in Hebrew. As this rotulus is not well preserved, it is not entirely clear how many recipes were written in the extant section, but one can detect the remains of at least ten different recipes and-as in the Bodleian rotulus-all of them are aggressive in nature. But unlike the Bodleian rotulus, the recipes found here seem much less unusual, and involve many magical practices which are quite standard in Genizah magical recipes. And while some of these recipes display signs of an early origin (including the use of the title ‫קיבלוה‬ for aggressive recipes, for which see Dan Levene's paper in the present volume), others probably stem from the Genizah period itself, or are watered-down versions of older recipes. Thus they are of considerably less historical interest than those of the Bodleian rotulus.
3) T-S K 1.50 + T-S K 1.133: Unlike the two previous items, this rotulus was first inscribed not with magical recipes but with an astrological text, best known as the Treatise of Shem in its Judeo-Arabic version (and in a phonetic transliteration which is characteristic of the earlier Judeo-Arabic Genizah fragments).
14 T-S K 1.50 (6.9 cm long and 8.4 cm wide) preserves the section on Gemini, while T-S K 1.133 (25.1 by 8.8 cm) preserves the sections on Cancer, Leo, Virgo and Libra, so there is no doubt that the former once belonged directly above the latter, and that the original scroll was at least twice as long as these two fragments combined. The parchment is, once again, of a yellowishbrown color, and the margins of this rotulus are well preserved, but T-S K 1.50 is missing small pieces of both margins. The hand on the 13 And note that T-S K 1.120 = MTKG III, 60 was dated by its editors to the tenth century.
14 For recto was dated by Judith Olszowy-Schlanger to the late-tenth or early-eleventh century. Like the Bodleian rotulus, this rotulus too was re-used by a later scribe, whose hand may be dated to the later eleventh century, but this writer used the stitched up pieces of parchment not as a rotulus but as an horizontal scroll, on which magical recipes were written in columns, each some 6-7 cm wide. T-S K 1.50 preserves one full column of text and the end of another, while T-S K 1.133 preserves three columns of text and the beginning of a fourth one. Thus, the verso of both fragments presents the appearance of a parchment scroll-a very unusual occurrence in Genizah magical texts and in non-biblical Genizah fragments in general-but this is due solely to the re-use of an old rotulus.
15 And in this case, the magical recipes are both aggressive and apotropaic (including a recipe for making an amulet), are written mostly in Judeo-Arabic, and display clear signs of a Muslim influence (including a reference to the lost tribes of 'Ad and Thamud, mentioned in the Qurʾan). We may therefore conclude that both in format and in contents this scroll differs greatly from the two magical rotuli discussed above.
Select Recipes from Bodleian Heb. a3.31
These, then, are the Genizah magical rotuli currently known to me, and it is hoped that more fragments of these rotuli, and more Genizah magical rotuli, will be identified in the future. But as my own interests lie less in codicology and more in the magical texts themselves, the rest of the present paper will be devoted to a closer analysis of some of the magical recipes found on the recto of the Bodleian rotulus. Being one of the oldest Genizah magical texts identified thus far, and displaying a long set of magical recipes which are characterized by their purely Palestinian Jewish Aramaic idiom and many Greek loanwords, this collection offers an excellent point of entry into the world of Jewish magic in late-antique Palestine. And as it is devoted almost exclusively to aggressive magic, it allows us a closer look at a set of practices kopadion), as in rabbinic literature, then we might have here a spell to be uttered over a pot with meat, to make it cook faster, and such recipes are well attested in ancient magical texts. 18 If, on the other hand, QWPD is derived from the Aramaic root QPD, "to be angry," then we might have another aggressive magical recipe (which would fit the nature of almost all the other recipes in this rotulus), with an aggressive spell uttered over a pot (full of water, which is then poured near the victim's home?). But be this as it may, the spell to be uttered is extremely interesting, for it consists of three Greek words, and may originally have consisted of four words, with one word now lost at the end of line 2. Of these Greek words, TY'WN is almost certainly Greek, theos, "god," either in the accusative singular (theon) or in the genitive plural (theôn). 19 The third word, QṬ YGWRWS, certainly is the Greek katêgoros, which is quite common in rabbinic literature (but note how here it preserves the nominative ending, whereas in rabbinic literature it often loses it and becomes ‫,)קטיגור‬ and means "accuser, prosecutor." 20 The second word, on the other hand, is less certain-it may be the Greek phainomai, "I appear, I come," but is more likely to be pneuma, "spirit." In the first case, the phrase might mean something like "I come as an opponent of the gods," whereas in the second case we might either assume a missing preposition at the end of line 2 and translate the whole sequence as "among the gods, the spirit is an accuser," or assume a missing noun (or nothing missing) and translate "(X,) a spirit of gods, an accuser." 21 But be this as it may, it seems quite clear that we are dealing here with a short, but complete, Greek sentence, which would be quite like the famous transliterated Greek prayer in Sefer Ha-Razim, or the shorter Greek dismissal for- 21 A search for similar expressions in the Thesaurus Linguae Graecae CD-ROM (version E, which also includes the Greek Magical Papyri), came up with nothing that seemed relevant for the present context, although pneuma theôn indeed is attested, for example in Philostratus, VAT 7.34. mula found in the same text, or the Greek formulae which are found (together with their Aramaic translations), in the "sword" section of the Sword of Moses. 22 In all these cases, the reconstruction of the original Greek sequences is hampered by the difficulty of reconstructing Greek formulae transliterated in an alphabet which was utterly unsuitable for this task. In the present instance, the difficulty is further exacerbated by the damaged state of our text and by the uncertainty about the nature of the recipe as a whole (although the presence of katêgoros certainly argues in favor of an aggressive context), which makes it less clear what kind of Greek phrase we might expect here. But in all these cases, the very presence of Greek sentences and phrases attests to the extensive Greek influences on the Jewish magical texts of Late Antiquity, including those written in Hebrew and in Aramaic.
b) The second recipe to be analyzed here, which is the fourth recipe on the recto of the Bodleian rotulus, involves an interesting example of a much debated issue in the study of late-antique Judaism, namely, the worship of angels, in this case on a do ut des basis, whereby the user of this recipe offers a specific angel various gifts, and explains what he or she would like to receive in return: Unlike the first recipe we analyzed, here there are few problems of interpretation, in spite of the absence of a few letters at the end of each line. 26 Here the practitioner is instructed to take lead, bread and salt, all in groups of seven (a common typological number in such recipes), to offer these to an angel, and to ask that angel to dispense some of his special qualities in return and send his dispute, pain, abomination, fornication and spark upon the person's opponent. Such a ritual must be seen in the light of the recurrent claims in ancient Christian literature concerning the Jewish worship of angels, and the recurrent rabbinic condemnations of such practices, which also are attested in Sepher HaRazim. 27 In the present recipe, there is no doubt that the practitioner is appealing to a powerful evil angel, and is offering that angel monetary and alimentary offerings in return for his services. There also is no doubt that the angel is adjured by (the hitherto unattested KLQYṬ S and by) "Samael the great satan," who certainly is seen here as supervising the powers of evil. 28 In their search for aggressive powers, some 25 For ‫,ריו‬ see Sokoloff, Palestinian Jewish Aramaic, p. 523, for the meaning "appearance, form." Such a meaning is not impossible here, but a meaning influenced by the Hebrew ‫,ריב‬ "strife, contest, dispute," seems more likely. Another possibility would be that the original text read ‫,דיוי‬ or ‫,דוי‬ "sorrow."
26 There are, however, some obscure points, such as the meaning of the last word of our recipe, "for pain." This might be a specification of the recipe's aim, "for (causing) pain," and placing a recipe's aim at the very end is paralleled both in this rotulus (in line 64), and in other Genizah magical texts. But in such a case, what should we make of the word ‫לח]‬ with which the recipe opens, and which seems to state its aim, "For X Jewish magicians clearly were willing to cross the line separating the worship of the One True God from angelolatry, and even from the worship of the powers of darkness. This does not necessarily mean that our recipes assume a dualistic theology, with Samael as God's opponent, but it does imply that they assume that it is to Samael and his ilk that one should turn when one seeks to harm a fellow human being. c) Another interesting recipe in the Bodleian rotulus (the eleventh in the extant portion) makes use of a myth which seems to be unattested elsewhere, at least in Jewish sources. This recipe runs as follows: Like several other recipes in the Bodleian rotulus, this one too seeks to "bind" the male organ of its victim, a common magical practice in Late Antiquity, and one that also was known to, and discussed by, the rabbis of late-antique Palestine. 31 It does this by way of an adjuration, accompanied by an interesting historiola (a mythical event used as a precedent or an analogy for the desired outcome of the magical procedure) and an intriguing ritual whose symbolic meaning is quite manifest. On the ritualistic-symbolical level, we see the practice (attested in other cultures as well) of "binding" a male victim by twisting a needle (whose phallic connotations are quite obvious) and turning it into a closed circle, with its tip inside its own eye (and thus unable to penetrate any other object). 32 In this recipe, as in several other recipes in this rotulus and in other Genizah recipe books, and in the Sword of Moses as well, we also find instructions on how to loosen this piece of aggressive witchcraft once it is no longer deemed necessary-in this case, by taking the needle out of the dark spot in which it was buried and straightening it up, in the assumption that the same would now happen to the victim's virile organ. On the mythical side, we have here a reference to the angel Qaṭ riel (whose name is derived from the Aramaic root ‫,קטר‬ "to bind" + the standard ending -el, and who appears quite frequently in ancient Jewish magical texts), who came down from heaven to herd small cattle and bulls and "bound" (i.e., castrated?) the male bulls (a well known symbol of virility in many cultures, ancient and modern); just as this had happened in illo tempore, so shall the hapless victim be "bound" and rendered impotent as the practitioner wishes. The use of such historiolae is extremely common in ancient and medieval magical texts, including the Jewish ones, but whereas most Genizah magical recipes utilize well worn biblical stories as precedents-and especially the story of Sodom and Gomorrah, to which we shall return below-the composer of this recipe made use of a non-biblical, and perhaps even non-Jewish, myth. 33 Further research might shed more light on the possible origins of this myth, which does not seem to be an ad hoc invention but a casual reference to a myth which was circulating in the magician's own world.
d) The last two recipes in the extant part of our rotulus, and therefore also the best preserved, are also the most interesting. The first of these is described as intended to make peace between a man and a woman, but in fact is an aggressive / erotic magical recipe, involving the adjuration and slaughtering of a white cock: Once again, we are faced with an aggressive magical recipe, this time intended to subdue a person and make him amorously or sexually submissive to another person of the opposite sex; and once again, the recipe involves both a ritual and an adjuration. On the ritual level, the user is instructed to take a white cock, utter an adjuration over it, tear it apart, and place inside its intestines a tin lamella with the adjuration, a thread from the victim's clothes (what James Frazer would call "magic of contagion"), and fine flour. The cock is then twisted into a kind of a knot (an action which certainly is intended as analogous to what would happen to the victim should s/he fail to comply), and buried at the crossroads, a common location for the practice of magic rituals in many ancient cultures, and perhaps also symbolizing here the desired meeting of the man and the woman. 37 The use of white cocks in aggressive magical recipes seems to have been quite common, and one may cite parallels from other Genizah magical texts, from Sepher Ha-Razim (for which see Ithamar Gruenwald's paper in the present Talmud. 38 Most intriguing is the almost exact parallel in the Sword of Moses, in a recipe for sending dreams upon someone, which involves placing an inscribed silver lamella in the mouth of a cock, slaughtering it, twisting its body so that its mouth will be between its thighs and burying it at the foot of a wall.
39 But with such parallels in mind it is also interesting to note the practical mindset displayed by the author of our recipe, who is worried lest the smelly carcass might be dug out and eaten by some animal, thus dissolving the spell (or, at least, exposing it for all to see, and perhaps compromising both the client and the magician), and therefore instructs the user to place a rock over the burial place of the mutilated rooster. On the mythical level, we find in the adjuration itself a reference to "Kabshiel who subdued the earth by his strength and the abyss by his might." This angel, whose name is derived from the root ‫,כבש‬ "to subdue" + the standard ending -el, was extremely popular in ancient Jewish aggressive magic, and even the entire formula found here is closely paralleled in other Genizah magical texts and clearly was quite common in late antique Jewish magical texts. 40 Embedded in the adjuration we also find an interesting expression, "Words have I spoken, deeds shall be done, and all [that?] I have spoken shall succeed," which provides an interesting summary of the magician's mindset and which-judging As in the previous examples, this aggressive magical recipe-intended to harm a person and exile him or her from their home-involves both a ritual and a mythical component. On the ritual side, a smelly concoction is prepared from six liquids and a root (the inclusion of which may be due in part to the similarity between "root" ‫)עקר(‬ and "uproot" (here ‫,)תעקרון‬ and perhaps also to the similarity between ‫,צברה‬ "aloe, " and ‫,רבץ‬ "to sprinkle"), and once the adjuration is uttered over it, it is sprinkled in front of the house of the intended victim. On the mythical side, we get an elaborate oral adjuration in which the unsavory concoction is equated with the dynamis of the great God, and with the spirit of the world by/with which God rained sulfur on Sodom, Gomorrah, Adama and Zeboim and brought about their utter destruction (see Genesis 19). In a similar manner, the magician insists, shall the liquids manipulated here overturn and uproot and exile the victim from his or her home. And as if this was not enough, the spell adds the wish that all kinds of harmful spirits would descend upon the victim and harm him and exile him from his house, and all this in the name of Nuriel (whose name is made of "fire" + -el ending) and probably Hapkhiel (whose name is derived from the root HPK, "to overturn" + -el ending), who are here identified as part of the entourage of the angel of death. The use of Sodom and Gomorrah as a historiola in Jewish magical recipes-in Hebrew, Aramaic and Greek, and later in Judeo-Arabic as well-is extremely common in Jewish magical texts, as is the identification of a substance used by the magician with substances used in illo tempore to destroy the troublesome cities. 45 Similarly, the appeal to the powers of evil should no longer surprise us, as we have found it in other recipes on this rotulus. But the use of the urine of several animals, and of the magician's own urine, is-as far as I know-quite unattested in the Jewish magical tradition, and proves once again the relatively "daring" nature of the recipes found in the Bodleian rotulus. Finally, the sprinkling of the "adjured" substance in front of the victim's home, yet another example of "contagious magic," is well attested in other sources too; whether the stench would have made the victim leave his or her home is quite doubtful, but I suspect it could have made them aware that some foul act was being perpetrated against them.
Summary
To sum up: While rotuli and rotuli fragments are relatively rare in the Cairo Genizah, and magical rotuli extremely rare, those magical rotuli which happened to survive turn out to be of great historical importance. This is especially true of Bodleian Heb. a3.31, which is one of the oldest available Genizah magical texts, is entirely based on much earlier Palestinian Jewish recipes which seem to have been neither "updated" nor censored in any significant manner, and provides important evidence on the aggressive magical practices of the Jews of late-antique Palestine and early medieval Cairo. The significance of this evidence may be highlighted by noting that among many hundreds of Genizah magical texts transcribed within the framework of my research project, not a single one provided as many early Jewish magical recipes in such a good state of preservation and with such a high concentration of very "daring" aggressive magical recipes. Moreover, my search for parallels for the recipes contained in this rotulus did not come up with much, neither inside the Genizah nor outside it, which seems to imply that most of these magical recipes were not re-copied by later Jewish practitioners (perhaps because they were deemed too offensive in their blatant transgressions of some biblical and rabbinic injunctions and in their frequent appeals to the forces of darkness), and would have been utterly lost were it not for the chance preservation of this rotulus. In the future, more fragments of the above-listed rotuli, and of other magical rotuli, might be identified, and further enhance our knowledge of an important stage in the textual transmission of the Jewish magical tradition from Late Antiquity to the early Middle Ages.
